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- . TEACHERS' /ATTITUDES TOWARD PUBLISHERS' TESTS -
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'\\ . . Charles/Stanafield, Unigersity of Colorado . -
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Since the lstter half of the 1960's, ‘it has been customary for
i . . . i ﬁ

»
« -

[ /' l. [ X (] ¢
commercial, publishers to issue a series of classroom tests to accompany

a .‘ L . A

their téxtbobk‘hatsrials. I.have found the reaction to these to

-

be mostly favorable among those who use'ihem, eé;ecially‘during the
<@ . i »

_"first’ couple of years ;%a"so long as the students perform fairly well.
/ ‘ . p .

Yet, a look at t@e supplementary tests published by such companies

&

s ‘as Holt,‘Ring?art, and Winston; Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich;
. . e > SN
. Mecmillan; Rard McNally; Houghton-Mifflin; and McGraw-Hill, shows

' considerable differences in style and format. Some are limited to
objective type items which can be easily scored.” Others contain
. A : : o :

non-objective items almost exclusively.

N S | ﬂ
gf“ reading and writing, while others assess listening, reading, and

&

writing, and some assess all four skills./ Some tests contain only

Some tests only aspéss

.

A
v

R .
20 items while others contain 60 or more.

2 » -

¥hen a publishing house developd a new series of materials,

perhaps the méjdr question it faces is one of'f{nances., Given an

unlimited sales po%ential, it cokhld develop ngPlementary materials
o, )

4
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’ of all kinds. But today editors know that enrollments are dogp,‘
_:9 W7 > . y ’ x ' ,:3\{7
the competltlon is flgrce, and money for purcha31ng is 11m1ted, with -

'
’

‘the resultrthat'it is'neceasary to make : early dut crltlcal

e

, .

) : . . . .
decisions as to which ancillary materials are esseptial to the sal%

cnm
-—

of a text,gand which are not. In- short, the'publisher is frequently

faced with e dilemma: teachers request that g11 kinds of materials
be ‘developed, dbut frequently do 'not purchase them if they are. ¢

Examples of such éupplemenfary materials include teacher's manuale,

teacher's editions of the text, vocabulary cards, workbooks,vlaborapofy

n} B
manuals, 1nd1v1duallzed study guldes, transparencies, fllmstr;ps,

- T

dialqg pQ?tere, 16 mm. films, separate readere, reel—ho—reel tapes,
. . . . ) .
cassette tapes, and unit tests.

. In order to resolve this'pfoblem,»at least one puﬁlisher, Holt,
‘ - V ~ .

Rinehart, and Wlnston, has been wise enouph Qo conduct a sclentific
- - - ' > a
survey of the foreign language teaching population.

Q

In the Spring of 19Tk, this writer chaired a team which developed _

¢

a 125 item questiohnaire for teachers on high school foreign,language .

o

”’

materialg. Other mjfbers-pf the committee included: Mary Sexton, a

teacher of French at Ranunm High'School'in Denver; Doctor Arno Preller,
. - - . . , * N
professor of German at ColoraQe State University in‘Kgrt Collins;
’ - \ ’ ’
‘and Roy Gabrlel, \<: .D. caandate in Educatlonal Research et the

Univergsity of Colorado in Boulder. The committee met all a?y for .

Q .
. A . . . .
} -, ) . 2 S o B \
. 4 N o - .
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. two soft-lead pencil wére also included in the packet. Of

-1
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five consecutive Saturdays in order to develoo its survey instrument.

B
A J

It.wasrpretested on ten foreign language teachers at differeep\sghoola'

in the Denver -area, by having each read and respond to all items.
[N 1 . ::5" » ' ) =
A committee member was present to ansver any questidns p*\clarify any'I

., . ~ ~

1z,
b3
Fi3

. A .
metters which ceemed uncleay, after which the member took notes on the

L

A [ : ) - L . : / . F P .

problem for discussion at the final meeting. Following some brief
. : ' ) ’ k ,\\.'

revisions and a second pretesting on three more teachers,'the tnstrumeny -

N

was pnintgd'by the “publisher and mailed to 3,500'Becondary'échbgl
' 1] - .

department. chairmen throughout the country on April 19, 19T7k. A ,

. N 14
1 ) s
business ¥aply envelope, separate mark-sense answer sheet,; and /n
. ¢ : . ’

.

’ -

- ,

printout. ' : A oL

: A & . ,
Although the main corpus of the results mustyfemain confidential, . :

°

f can report %o you on the responses - to thé'sevéﬁ questions concérning

supplementary tescts. ' I o ~ .
© RESULTS - ‘ o
. vPerhaﬁs most surprising to testing.specialists aqdvpubliéhers
_“ . ’ [ p‘

*alike ig the finding that 2/3 of the tqacherg'claim that they never

use any testc they have not thembelyes prepared. In response to the

4 , * : : L
’ R AR - :




. materiels: tapes, workbook, guide to,individualization,‘teaqheré? . C !

by the guide to individualization. Additional corroboration is found .

" - sparfich. ' .
y _ _ .
Another item which might illuminate this matter asks ;b__hé question ?
\ - : -, ST 5 b ~
"How eccential to a series do you consider publishgra' supplementary
‘“\\“ ’ ) ) . : - ) . -
' \tect}\ o be?" with the options being very essential, somewhat ®gpential, .
N : . ) ' . . . . P Lt
not esseftialjwend I would not use them. While the modal response for T~ o o
. ) 1 4 . ] . . o
all languages was comewhat essential, 28% of the German teachers : .
) responded'very esgential aak‘c‘ompureﬂ to 19% of the French and Spanish )
. : .. ) , ] )
teachers. - : . , -
2— prm—— ’ ) ) . : -
. . 6 p
[ J : "

3 " * - 3

‘ - \ " Fred . . : In - 11

. ‘ . J - w |

. * b Y - Fé ° ~ ’ ‘1
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question, "How frequently do you prepare your ‘own tests?", 67% marked ' LT
7 T T . A . ' ) S
alvays, 28% comgtimes, 2% rerely, and 1% ngver. The reliability of this " " : 1
: v P -9 ' ' : NS v

. T R S ’ 4

responce 1s coxroborated by enother item of the questibnnaire which o Tl

. . o
7 -~ ’ .

asks teachers to rank in og'ggr of importance the following _supﬁJ.ementa.ryl T E

J

B

jenual, &nd’r’tests.' <On this item, tests were ranked fourth, ’\foliowed (\‘/
‘ X ' () .

-~ " - .

-

»

in o leter item which asked the teachers %o rank the same publishers'
P ' ¢ o
‘materials in frequengy of use. Here agein, the same order prevaile’d."' ’ )
' - < . . ) P

Tt io intereatihg to note’ that only 50% of the Gefman teachers responded - ‘ )
always to this question. I.have no satipfactory explanation.to offer
. . 3 -'.b - . -

for this diseropancy but it does appenr thnt legmnn tenchars nre mnore

v g

-

likely to -make use of publishers' tests than tgache.rs“?‘f F‘r.encqh or

'\ ."
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AuthGrs of textbooks on testlng, especlally Rebecca Vaf;tte have,

: ’«3‘ . -
‘ -,A : . : . .

o T for,;he past 50 years, been promotlng the 'ney type" or obJectivg test L
‘ A/ 7 ‘ ’
. '"itém, which ean be more ‘rEQiably scored. One advantage of such tests  J
- . . : ’ 1, ' '
_when-applied to. foreign languageé/is that they 'do not require students
i . ~ - .(( . ./ . .

to wasbe time rewriting entire se&tehces'when the instructor is only
. o, '] ’ R

+  interested in}gfadfﬁg for & particulaer learning‘probfémlsucn,hglverb,

» ’ . *

b - - » :
object pronoun, or adjective placement. Because of this, with the
. . . ol

. ! . . . 'S . »- ! N Sy ' . ’
. A . . s . ’ . H i >
oy ohJectivq’test,zlt is possible to giveithe student a greater number of.

[ | - s 4 . - . . ‘ : v oo, .
N S - v . . . * " . ”". .
items in tlhe same amount of time, which, of course, acts favorably,on

.

’ Aﬁerig#néeducation, and their apparent dvahtages, the foreign lenguage

o~

depart#enbjhhairmen surveyed rejected ? em overvwhelmingly. In response
a ._" X ] .« ..

to tho question "Should publishers' tei?s be, based on true-false and

-4

multiple choice items?", 847 responded 'no, 6% yes, and 8% hed no opinion.

vy .

Apain, Cerman teacherﬁ vere " the most decldedlv opposed to juch tests, ‘
. N 4 N 4 ' N

with only 4% regponding yes, end 88% responding no’.
: LS5 on

o

N N

] .
The question of test length is an inderesting one. One frequehtly

. - 5

. hearé compléints from teachers that publishers tests are too long, thus

.
N ]

taking up too much time. Since World War II, the concept of the short 2

»

‘. qulz hag become eatabllohed. Actd&lly the distinetion of teat versus °
quiz hximte&'prﬁviouely, but under the puise of nxuminution forsug 7
B . ~ (
: ’ 3 \ . [N s

) . . ‘ : v
e o . T S
et~ . : v
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test.. At any rate, during the past decades the education profession i
, .o i X , . 4
’ 4 . - ~ [ . <«

. q,. . . > .
hag moved toward shdrté;, nore. frequent learning assesd‘gnts.
. - . h N . ~ r

r o <

Psychologists claim that thig io beneficial sihce frequent quiézes tend . :
to reduce tegt anxiety. - o . S
) . <
. . ) . . ‘. . ; o . .
& > Nevertheless, the results of the surq)y_segj&to indicate a - o { -

) 3 . « .
_* preference for more lengthy tests.  Whén askeld to ‘chogse the optimum
N length for a publisher 's test (20, 30,40, or 50 minutes), the modal

©
' . A

- -fesponge was 40, which was preferred by 46% of the group. Here egain o *

”’
‘.

2 i

I ) M
German teachers differdd from thein,céllﬁégues iﬁ.that their second
. e& e

preference was for 50 minute tests, wh%;eas Spanish and-French teachers
- \ ‘_” . : A Ty '

preferred 30 minute over 50 minute tests by a two-to-one moergin. This

g -
difference of opinion diqappéars however on the subject of final exams.
. . . ® !

Here, approximately half of all teachers clearly preferred a two-~hour

) exam, over others of one hour or three hours in length., Ten bercent "o
of the teachers said they would not give a final exemination., | .

. " 1) 3 ) i -
B ' ) e ’ “‘ ) - ' " Y
. . . . \} a . .
\i\ : r . i
. CONCLUSIONS .

hd r

It appears that :ke availability of supplementary tests is not a

. major foctor among foreign language department chairmen in the selection ° .

.

of a.textbook, oince two-thirds do not even, use them. Moreover, the

eané,ahd ropidity with which a multiple choice test can be graded ' .
. } . - o . ’ 3 - /
’ ' . 8] .




" nearly a full period long, and involve a more compiete'display of 1aﬁg§2ge A

{

,Pagé"T ) : .

) LI , - 3 ’ X »
' prefer to construct their own tests,; end these are generally lengthy,

] . . ~

. e . . .
4 : R ~ ©

-appears to offer little attractionqto teach?rs. Rather, they would .

- " .
.

3 .

8 . .

competence, than the multiple choice tést dffers. Aoparentdy, foreign -
¢ .o . :
v . . ' \ A v
lenguage teachers wvere never-really attracted by the idea of testing a v
. . .. 4 . ) N

P . B ! ~

gingle linguiﬁtic'broblem 6bﬁectivefy 65 described in Lado and Valette,3 ‘

f‘.ré:.: R

o

but rather they are common users of’a more integrative’approach to

langudre assessment. It is also prébable that teachers simply prefer to
B Bl v . . - ’

give their own test, rather than one constructed;by spmeone else.
x L

Franklv, I doubt that the teacher made test is bhetter than the .
L. . t3 ' .

ublisher 8 test in rellab;litv and validltv, and it 19 probably oftpn
limited to the writing skill elone. When teacherqmade gpeaking tests are

‘uged, Kalivdda‘has found.them to be lacking in- real communicative activity.
H ‘ JEEN - o

N Y

.The'tape'recordéd listéning tests accompanying publishers materials
: “ . : . N ) N o . . I
are'geﬁerhlly an ernjoyable activity for students.' Yet, perhaps”these

’

have bpen dlecarded due to the amblpuous glctures frequently used as a -

stimulum5 Again, it is doubtful that manv teachers design thelryown . —

listening tests except for the dictation. ! : " '

+

The attitudes of German teachers merit furtﬁer'cohsideratiop.

,Whilerthoy tend to uge publishér'g tebls with greater fréquency, at the

’

fame timalthey feagt:mope negatively to purely objective meagures.

°
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. Perhaps Gefmen teachers.are more united in their reservatfions about
> '. ’ ) ‘ ’ e o'
diseretf-point.tests, but still feel that publisherg' tests ‘offer c@ftain
0 ~ . - . * 1]

“advantages which they'cannot'easily dunlicaté, i.e., s%ruqtured tests of

LY
.

v

. ,
- ¢ listening, speaking, and reading.
- @ . hd

.
] * .

In this same vein, their preference for

- o Aty

- longer tests would seem to be an indication of a more fthorough approach « .

~ -

-

to assessment. .- »
. ) L .

Since the size of the sample indicates the probablé‘generalizeabilityA

" .of the data, this study .podes several questions.> At  this point, research

. ’
0. . . .

vhether or not they are concerned with testing the four skills or even,
and T suspect they might,
v :

.

tve of ‘ohem.é If the results prové nepative,
o K . ) .
: teacher trainers must return to this problem with reneved vigor. Tn the

t ) the moot important concern of all. ™ o

n -

e - ) .
nceds to be conducted on the type of test- items most teachers prefer, and .

finel analysis, & test of only ome skill is seriously lacking in validity, .

. .
Kl . ’

.
(8
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